Most research on evidentiality has focused on classifying evidential systems synchronically; meanwhile, diachronic studies on evidentiality seem to have focused on the development of specific items into evidential markers with little regard to discourse context. This paper begins to fill this gap by presenting the results of a corpus-based study of evidential markers in Early Modern scientific discourse in English and German. The Early Modern period witnessed the transition from scholastic-based models of science to more empirical models of enquiry; this study demonstrates a decrease in the use of markers of mediated information and an increase in the use of markers of direct observation and inference accompanying these sociohistorical developments.
Introduction
In this contribution I shall discuss the linguistic changes that accompany profound epistemological changes in Early Modern (1500-1800) "science" 1 and scientific writing, particularly in the domain of evidentiality. The Early Modern period witnessed the gradual decline and eventual rejection of modes of enquiry based on medieval Scholasticism -a system of learning based on the study of ancient texts -in favor of more empirical methods of learning that involve personal observation and subsequent reasoning processes. It 1 The use of the term science is admittedly problematic, as a singular field that includes disparate disciplines like chemistry, astronomy, and medicine was not conceptualized as such in Early Modern times (Shapin 1996; Park & Daston 2006) . The term is adopted here for convenience to apply to the many fields affected by medieval Scholasticism and later Empiricism. has long been acknowledged that such a significant change in scientific methodology brought about linguistic changes in scientific discourse (Siraisi 1990; Habermann 2001; Taavitsainen 2001a; French 2003; Seibicke 2003) ; however, very few diachronic studies of scientific discourse have focused extensively on evidentiality, the linguistic coding of a speaker's (or writer's) source of knowledge or information for an assertion. Given that changes in accepted sources of knowledge are central to the change from scholastic-based to empirical modes of enquiry, it is expected that the use of evidential markers would change as well. Specifically, since the scholastic tradition favored the use of classical authorities such as Aristotle, Hippocrates, and Galen as sources of information, whereas later empirical modes of enquiry place a premium on observation, experiment, and reasoning, it is predicted that the use of markers indicating mediated (or reported) information would decline, and this decline would be accompanied by a rise in the use of markers indicating observation and inference. An examination of the language pair English-German provides the opportunity for a broader understanding of this phenomenon than would be possible by investigating a single language; a number of diachronic corpora will be consulted for both qualitative and quantitative analyses.
The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of the sociohistorical context of knowledge and learning during the Early Modern period, with the domain of medicine serving to show how a specific field was shaped by the scholastic tradition. Section 3 explains how evidentiality is conceptualized in the current study. In Section 4 the methodology and the corpora used in this study are discussed. The results of the corpus searches are presented in Section 5, and a few concluding remarks are made in Section 6.
Science and Knowledge in Early Modern Europe
The scholastic tradition, which centred around understanding and synthesizing the writings of ancient authors such as Aristotle, Plato, Hippocrates, and Galen, began around the twelfth century and continued well into the Early Modern period -a period held to have begun ca. 1350-1400 for the German-speaking territories (von Polenz 2000, 99-102) and around 1500 for English-speaking Great Britain (Nurmi 2012, 48) 2 . These ancient auctores, as well as their Arabic intermediaries such as Avicenna and Averroës, were viewed as the ultimate authorities on the subjects about which they wrote, and all learning was focused on the study of their writings to determine the precise meaning of their teachings (Keil & Reinecke 1987, 221-224; Bates 1995; Crombie 1995) . Granted, it was possible to make personal observations, yet all such observations would then be 2 These dates are specifically in reference to linguistic epochs, i.e. Frühneuhochdeutch 'Early New High German' and Early Modern English.
contextualized and interpreted within the framework laid out by the auctores (Siraisi 1990, 170ff.) . Within medicine, for example, humoral theory -initially elaborated by , and the basis of Galen's (130-210 AD) medical modelformed the fundament of knowledge concerning the human constitution and disease (Temkin 1973; Nutton 1995, 175ff.) . Humoral theory concerns how the four 'humors' believed to compose the human constitution -blood, phlegm, yellow bile, and black bile -are responsible for health and well-being: an imbalance of humors, caused by factors such as air quality, sleep deprivation, excessive or unbalanced emotions, and astronomical/astrological phenomena, led to poor health. The humors could be rebalanced through the application of various herbs (themselves possessing humoral qualities), bloodletting, emetics (substances that induce vomiting), and purgatives. Treatment would be highly individualized, as each person's humoral profile would vary depending on age, gender, season of birth, and local environmental conditions. Such a reliance on the teachings of the learned authorities was made explicit in the writings of the time, and the reliance on these auctores as bases of knowledge can be seen in Examples (1) and (2): (1) In (1), Galen's writings provide the basis of knowledge on which the author of this medical tract advises women of a certain physical stature not to conceive children, lest they die. In (2), the author has recourse to a number of classical authorities, and even the poet Ovid, to support his assertion of the chameleon's nutritional requirements (or lack thereof). In both cases, knowledge is based on information that has been mediated through the auctores and not on the authors' own observations or inferences.
Beginning in the sixteenth century, a number of events both within and outwith the domain of "science" brought the received wisdom of scholastic learning into question. Within science, for example, a number of events occurred that undermined the words of the classical authorities: the most famous is Galileo Galilei's (1564-1642) proposal of heliocentrism, but Andreas Vesalius' (1514-1564) anatomical observations and William Harvey's (1578-1657) discovery of the nature of blood circulation had serious implications for the field of medicine (Cook 2006, 414ff.; French 1989) . Thomas Syndenham (1624-1689) insisted on more empirical models of observing patients' diseases rather than relying on individual humoral profiles (Cunningham 1989) , while Louise Bourgeois (1563-1636) saw the need to write a midwifery manual based on experience rather than relying on the writings of learned doctors who had no actual involvement in assisting women deliver children (Loytved & Lundgren 2013, 55-57) .
There was also an increased interest -spearheaded by the likes of the Swiss-born physician Paracelsus (1493-1541) -in disseminating writings in the vernacular (English, German, French, etc.) rather than in Greek or Latin, so as to enable broader access to medical and other sorts of specialized knowledge (Gottschall 1999; Newman 2006) . Exploration and colonialism brought Europe into contact with heretofore unknown diseases such as syphilis -diseases never addressed in the writings of antiquity (Grafton et al. 1992, 161ff.) . The Reformation also aided in the waning of scholastic influence, insofar as it encouraged the contesting of formerly uncontested authority. In short, the Early Modern period witnessed the erosion of scholastic authority in favor of more empirical modes of knowing.
Evidentiality and the Linguistic Realization of Changing Thought Styles in Science
The gradual erosion of the scholastic model of learning in favor of empirically-driven methods of investigation chiefly concerns the value given to one's source of information (vis-à-vis knowledge). It thus follows that the domain of evidentiality -the marking of a speaker/writer's source of information -is one of the key areas where these sociohistorical changes should be reflected in language usage. Although there is no shortage of work on social and interactional aspects of evidentiality in contemporary usage (Chafe 1986; Biber & Finegan 1989; Fox 2001; Bednarek 2006; Nuckolls & Michael 2012) , the bulk of diachronically-oriented work on evidentiality is interested either in the evolution of specific markers and/or processes of grammaticalization and (re)lexicalization (Anderson 1986; Willett 1988; Traugott 1997; Brinton 1996 Brinton , 2008 Diewald & Smirnova 2010; Timofeeva 2013; Whitt 2010 Whitt , 2015 . Grund's (2012 Grund's ( , 2013 work on evidential markers in Early Modern witness depositions is one exception. There is also some work on the history of scientific discourse -especially related to expressions of knowledge -in English and German (see, for example, Dieckmann 1998; Taavitsainen 2001b; Seibicke 2003; Schiewe 2007; Keil & Halbleib 2009; Moessner 2008 Moessner , 2009a Moessner , 2009b Hiltunen & Tyrkkö 2009 Gloning 2011; Gray et al. 2011) . Even so, very little attention has been paid to overt expressions of knowledge sources, and those works dealing with evidentiality either restrict their focus to specific types of evidence like reported information (Gloning 2011) , subsume the notion of evidentiality into broader categories such as stance (Gray et al. 2011) , or conflate the notion of evidentiality with epistemic modality (Taavitsainen 2001b ) 4 . The current investigation attempts to fill this gap in the research by focusing exclusively on sources of knowledge and how these are realized linguistically.
I adopt Boye's (2010 Boye's ( , 2012 notion that evidentiality is a functional-conceptual category that encompasses both lexical and grammatical items scoping over propositions for which the basis of knowledge or evidential source is indicated. Hence there is no concern with the perennial discussion of evidentiality proper (as a grammatical category) vs. evidential strategies or "secondary" uses of an item being considered evidential (Aikhenvald 2004; Diewald & Smirnova 2010, 40ff.) , nor with the possible differences between grammatical(ized) evidentiality and lexical(ized) evidentiality that exist in areas such as deixis (Leiss 2011) . The aim here is to cast as wide a net as possible to see how writers of Early Modern scientific texts overtly signalled the evidence they had for their claims.
Of key importance, however, is the delineation of the types of evidence that constitute the category of evidentiality. There is little agreement in the literature -even in terms of appropriate terminology -as to exactly how one should classify types of evidence. Willett (1988) , Palmer (2001) , Aikhenvald (2004) , and Boye (2012) make a distinction between direct and indirect evidence (using terms such as direct vs. indirect, sensory vs. reported, firsthand vs. non-firsthand), while Anderson's (1986) more nuanced approach makes a distinction between direct evidence and observation, direct observation and subsequent inference, inference (without further elaboration), and logical expectation. Hearsay is also implicit in Anderson's analysis. The degree to which distinctions between sensory modalities are made can vary when in comes to direct evidence or perception (Aikhenvald 2004, 63; cf. Whitt 2010) . Studies also vary on the degree to which forms of indirect evidence -whether concerning information reported by or mediated through others, or logical processes -are classified and sub-classified (Willett 4 In the current study, the category of epistemic modality -expressing the likelihood of a proposition being true or not -is held to be notionally distinct from evidentiality -the linguistic marking of information source -and does not form part of the present investigation (see also Diewald & Smirnova 2010; Boye 2012) . Although these two categories could admittedly be subsumed under broader notions of 'propositional modality' (Palmer 2001) or 'epistemic meaning' (Boye 2012) , the focus here is exclusively on the linguistic realisation of writers' evidence rather than expressions of possibility and probability.
1988, 57; Aikhenvald 2004, 63-64) . The key distinction for our purposes is between (1) evidence mediated through a learned or "scholastic" authority; (2) evidence mediated through a contemporary of the author or general hearsay currently in circulation; and (3) evidence arrived at through means of direct perception and inference. Consider the use of evidentials in Examples (3) through (7) 'I do not know how these cords were made, for when I made gut strings and twine of hemp wet, I thus saw that they coiled themselves up, that they swelled up, and that I was able to lengthen them substantially without using a great deal of strength.' In (3), Phayer has recourse to the words of Pliny the Elder (23-79) to add weight to his claims on how children can be especially vulnerable to certain diseases, whereas in (4), von Muralt points to the Early Modern iatrochemist Jan-Baptist van Helmont (1580-1644) as a reliable source of information concerning the nature of olfactory and gustatory perception. That is, a classical author is cited as evidence in the former and an Early Modern authority is referenced in the latter. Direct perception serves as the basis of Lambert's knowledge of hemp ropes in (5), while direct observation and subsequent inference inform Willis' belief that tobacco can shield one from the plague in (6). Finally, in (7), the verb suppose indicates an inference on the part of Desaguliers (but without explicit recourse to the perceptual/experiential basis of such deduction, as is indicated in (6) by seem). The crucial distinction here is between evidential uses such as (3), in which the scholastic tradition is upheld through the citation of a learned author, and cases like (4), where more contemporary authorities like van Helmont are cited, or in the case of (5) through (7), where the writers' own perceptions and reasoning processes serve as evidence for the expressed proposition(s). Accordingly in what follows, a three-way distinction will be made between (1) information mediated (or reported) by classical or learned authorities in the tradition of Scholasticism (Mediated Scholastic Information, or MS); (2) information mediated by a more modern author or mere hearsay (Mediated Non-Scholastic Information, or M); and (3) evidence deriving from processes of direct perception and logical reasoning (Direct Observation and Inference, or DI) 5 .
Data and Methodology
A number of diachronic English-and German-language corpora were consulted to track the possible changes in the use of evidential markers in scientific discourse throughout the Early Modern period. For English, the Corpus of Early Modern English Medical Texts (EMEMT) was consulted for the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (Taavitsainen & Pahta 2010) . This corpus contains a number of genres of medical writing: general treatises and textbooks; treatises on specific topics such as the plague, midwifery, therapeutic substances, etc.; surgical treatises, regimens and health guides; recipes and materia medica; and early issues of the Philosophical Transactions from the Royal Society (from 1665 to 1694). The regimens and health guides, as well as the recipe collections, are excluded from the current study because of their regimented and formulaic structure with little if any mention of knowledge sources (Marttila 2010; Suhr 2010) ; the sub-corpus of the Philosophical Transactions is also excluded, as it covers only a very small time frame of the period under investigation and does not lend itself to lengthy diachronic or comparative analysis (although see Moessner 2008 , 2009a , 2009b and Gray et al. 2011 for analyses of the language of these publications). Individual text samples are roughly 10,000 words in length, and texts consisting of under 10,000 words are included in their entirety. The total word count for the examined sub-corpora of EMEMT (general treatises, treatises on specific topics, surgical treatises) is 1,090,078.
For the eighteenth century, the science and medical subsections of the ARCHER (A Representative Corpus of Historical English Registers) Corpus were consulted (Biber et al. 1993; Yáñez-Bouza 2011) . The combined word count of these two sub-sections for the period 1700 to 1800 is 128,696 (individual text extracts consisting of 2,000 words or less).
For German, the Bonn Corpus of Early New High German was consulted for the periods 1350 through 1699 (Lenders & Wegera 1982; cf. Wegera 2013) ; however, only four texts in this corpus -from the fourteenth century (specific date unavailable); 1485; 1497; and 1582, totalling 51,369 words -could be considered scientific texts. These samples ranged from roughly 6,000 words to over 18,000 words in length. In addition, a selection of 10,000 word samples from various scientific texts of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was extracted from the German Text Archive (Deutsches Textarchiv, or DTA) (Geyken & Gloning 2015) ; the total size of the DTA sample is 162,603 words (see Appendix 1 for information on texts from the Bonn and DTA corpora). Finally, the science sub-section of the German Manchester Corpus (GerManC), which contains forty-five 2,000 word samples (90,000 word total) of German-language scientific writing from 1650 to 1800, was consulted (Scheible et al. 2012) . Tables 1 and 2 provide an overview of the corpora and sample sizes used in this study:
As can be seen from Tables 1 and 2 , the English corpora allow for a systematic investigation on texts dating back to 1500, whereas the German-language corpora only allow for a study dating back to 1650 (although the results of pre-1650 data will be Table 1 . English corpora and sample sizes presented as well) 6 . In accordance with several corpus structures (ARCHER, Bonn, GerManC), all texts are grouped into discrete fifty-year categories (e.g. 1500-1549, 1650-1699, etc.) to trace diachronic continuities and developments. Given the disparate size of text extracts and overall sample sizes among the corpora, all frequencies are normalized to rate per 10,000 words. Where enough samples (more than five) exist for a given 50-year period, statistical testing using analysis of variance (ANOVA) was carried out to find statistically significant differences (where p < .05) in frequencies between the periods (Johnson 2008, 104ff.; Eddington 2015, 65ff.) . Where a number of posthoc tests (Levene's, Kruskal-Wallis, Shapiro-Wilk) determined that the assumption of homogeneity was not met, the Mann-Whitney U-test was used instead (Zimmerman & Zumbo 1990; cf. Boggel 2008, 112-113) .
A combination of "top-down" and "bottom-up" analyses (Pahta & Taavitsainen 2010: 563) was employed in the corpus searches to find as many evidential items as possible.
In a "top-down" corpus search, the results of previous research informs a pre-determined set of items to be searched for. Here, previous work on seem and scheinen (Aijmer 2009; Diewald & Smirnova 2010; Whitt 2015) , perception verbs (Whitt 2010; Whitt 2017) , and various adverbs (Biber & Finegan 1989; Downing 2001 ) provides useful guides as to which items serve evidential functions. On the other hand, recent "bottomup" analyses of evidentiality (Bednarek 2006; Gloning 2011; Grund 2012 Grund , 2013 Whitt 2016) It is acknowledged that there may be some overlap at certain period boundaries in the corpora: in English at 1700, for example, due to the presence of texts from 1700 in both EMEMT and ARCHER, and the fifty-year demarcations of the GerManC Corpus provide similar potential for overlap (although in practice this meant only a single text published in 1700 placed in the 1650-1700 rather than the 1700-1750 group). Table 2 . German corpora and sample sizes not used evidentially can yield a wide array of evidential items that might be missed in a more restricted top-down approach. A close reading of a portion of the corpus (or corpora) is used to identify relevant items to be searched for in the bottom-up analysis.
To this end, a 2,000 word sample from each fifty-year period covered by the corpora was read closely and all evidential items were identified. This not only yielded a number of individual types, but also several recurring syntactic patterns, such as complement clauses beginning with that or dass (as seen in (1) and (5)) or parentheticals beginning with items such as wie and as (see (3) and (4) for examples). A search for these frequently occurring grammatical items yielded further results (at times unwieldly) that resulted in further tokens being classified as having evidential functions. All searches were done using the WordSmith 6 concordancer programme (Scott 2012) . Spelling variation posed a potential problem to such automated searches, but in the case of English, the EMEMT contains normalized versions of the texts (Lehto et al. 2010) , while the Lancaster Corpus Query Processor (CQP: https://cqpweb.lancs.ac.uk/) allows one to search for lemmas in ARCHER and thus bypass any potential spelling variants. Finally, the use of the wildcard <*> in WordSmith (e.g. using sch* to search for all cases of scheinen) allowed spelling variants to be detected alongside the items spelled as they would be in the modern standard varieties. All examples are provided in the original spelling here.
It must be stressed that most, if not all, items found with evidential functions can also have non-evidential functions. For example, consider the use of say in (8) In (8), Clowes uses the speech-act verb say to emphasize the claim he himself is making; he is not pointing to some third party as his source of information. In (9), Weigel beseeches his readers to keep their "eyes" on heavenly virtues rather than on worldly desires; he is not indicating direct perceptual evidence for his claim. Such uses do not feature in the discussion below; all that is of concern here is the evidential function of the items in question. On the other hand, certain low-frequency items -such as have or add -may not appear capable of serving an evidential function at first glance, but such use was discovered (see Appendix 2 for English and Appendix 3 for German):
(10) In these cases, the markers are indicating that the author has received his information from someone else: a 'sober Gentleman' in (10) and the sixteenth-century Italian physician Girolamo Mercuriale in (11).
Results
In total, the corpus search found 137 individual lexemes in English serving an evidential function (see Appendix 2) and 83 such lexemes in German (see Appendix 3). There were a total of 3,689 evidential tokens in EMEMT and ARCHER and 791 evidential tokens in the German corpora 7 . This is quite a sizeable difference, but as Tables 1 and 2 show, far more data was available for English than for German (1,218,744 vs. 303,972 words, respectively). In both languages, a single item accounted for a large portion of the total count of evidentials: in English, the verb say accounted for 1,139 (or 30.88%) of evidentials used, while in German, sprechen 'to speak' accounted for 376 (or 47.53%) of evidentials. Many items were used only a handful of times, some only once, as is the case in examples (10) and (11).
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This figure is roughly in proportion with the size difference between the English-and German-language corpora. That is, the English sample is 4.01 times larger than the German sample, and there are 4.67 times more evidential tokens in the former than in the latter.
The normalized aggregate frequencies of the different types of evidentials -information from a learned authority in the tradition of Scholasticism, information mediated through a contemporary of the author or through hearsay, or information acquired via direct observation and/or logical processes of inference -used in English-and Germanlanguage scientific writing are presented in Figures 1 and 2 : Both languages display the predicted decline over time in the reliance on information mediated through learned authorities, and by the end of the eighteenth century, markers indicating direct perception and inference are the most frequently used types of evidential markers in both English and German scientific discourse. These markers display a steady rise in frequency in the German-language corpora, although in the Englishlanguage corpora, they rise but then decline again in EMEMT up to 1700, and then their comparative frequency in the ARCHER corpus suggests a seemingly substantial increase in frequency. Markers of non-scholastic mediated information (M) show an overall rise in frequency in both languages, but this is not a steady, progressive rise in either case. When subjected to statistical testing, the corpora reveal some statistically significant changes. In English, the decline in the use of markers referring to learned authorities (MS) through the seventeenth century (from 1600-1649 to 1650-1699) was found to be highly significant 8 , as was the following decline in the first-half of the eighteenth century (from 1650-1699 to 1700-1749) 9 . There is also a highly significant difference between the use of such markers at the beginning of the sixteenth century and at the end of the eighteenth century (between 1500-1549 and 1750-1799) 10 , so the general decline in the reliance on the auctores as sources of knowledge that occurred during this period is clearly manifested in language use as well. Regarding markers that point to direct observation and inference as evidence (DI), a significant increase is attested from the end of the seventeenth century to the beginning of the eighteenth century (1650-1699 to 1700-1749) 11 . The difference in use between the first-half of the sixteenth century and the latter-half of the eighteenth century (1500-1549 and 1750-1799) is significant as well 12 . Here too, the rise of empirical trends in science witnessed during the Early Modern period has a clear linguistic realization in the realm of evidentiality. As for information mediated by contemporaries (M), a few significant changes took place through the Early Modern period: an increase in the use of such markers during the sixteenth century (1500-1549 to 1550-1599) 13 , a subsequent decline in use during the seventeenth century (1600-1649 to 1650-1699) 14 , and then a following increase at the beginning of the eighteenth century (1650-1699 to 1700-1749) 15 . However, there is no significant difference between the use of such markers at the beginning and end of Mann-Whitney: U = 216; n = 50 (1650-1699), 24 (1700-1749); p < .001.
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Mann-Whitney: U = 32; n = 10 (1500-1549), 49 (1750-1799); p < .001. the periods under investigation (that is, between 1500-1549 and 1750-1799) 16 . These markers did not change as predicted: they attest neither a steady decline as MS markers do, nor a steady rise as DI markers show. Nevertheless, their frequency generally increases throughout the period, demonstrating an increasing recourse to on-going discussions within the scientific community and a decreasing concern with the writings of antiquity.
Although the German data demonstrate the same general trends as the English data, none of the changes were found to be statistically significant, which is likely due to smaller sample sizes and less data being available 17 .
Another way to look at the data is to see what proportion of evidential markers in a given period are indicative of one type of evidence or another. That is, of all the evidential markers used, what proportion of them indicates reference to a learned authority (MS), a contemporary of the author or mere hearsay (M), or direct observation and logical processes (DI)? These proportions can be seen in Figures 3 and 4 : For a critical discussion of the notion of 'bad data' and the use of quantitative analysis on historical corpora, see Durrell (2015 ) vis-à-vis Labov (1992 .
In both languages, the trend is clear: of all the evidential markers used in both corpora, the proportion of these dedicated to referring to information mediated by the auctores decreases steadily through the centuries. This is most starkly seen in the German data, although the abundance of such markers in the pre-1600 texts is admittedly due to the myriad references to classical authors in one text, the Hortus Sanitatis (1485), a compendium of herbs and herbal remedies. At the same time, the proportion of times authors point to their own observations and reasoning processes increases as drastically as references to learned authorities decreases: from 34.98% to 76.46% in English and from 2.74% to 69.13% in German. Regarding authors pointing to their contemporaries or hearsay as their source(s) of knowledge, there is a general proportional increase as well, although this is not as steady or drastic as for markers referring to observation and inference.
The waning influence of scholastic models of learning and knowledge transfer can also be seen in a qualitative analysis of some of the later uses of references to learned authorities. That is, the discourse context in which references to the auctores occurs is one of disagreement and criticism, rather than of acceptance (Gloning 2011, 322-326; Whitt 2016) . This is also clear in the present data set, as seen in (12) and (13): . This is a completely untrue sentence which will be rebutted here, whereby both the young and the old die according to the rule.'
In contrast to the cases in (1) through (3), where learned authors are cited as definitive authorities on the topics under discussion, (12) and (13) demonstrate a more critical approach towards these authors. In (12), the physician William Cockburn takes critical stance on Hippocrates' advice concerning bloodletting ('tis true . . . yet), while in (13), Johann Süßmilch -an eighteenth-century demographer -openly disagrees with the sayings of Seneca (Dieses ist aber ein ganz falscher Satz). So even where the quantitative data reveal a decrease in the reference to learned authors, they do not show the changing discursive contexts that accompanied these changes. That is, the abandonment of the scholastic model was likely more drastic than the data in the figures show. Unfortunately space limitations (and the sheer amount of data in the corpora) preclude a thorough qualitative analysis, but the cases highlighted by (12) and (13) demonstrate the value of combining quantitative with qualitative analysis.
Concluding Remarks
This investigation has shown how the significant epistemological shift in Early Modern science from scholastic-based models of learning and enquiry to more empirical modes of investigation has a definitive linguistic realization in the domain of evidentiality. A combination of top-down and bottom-up corpus analysis has supported the hypothesis that a decline in the use of evidential markers signalling the words of the auctores would be complemented by an increasing number of evidentials indicating direct observation and logical processes. This holds for both English and, apparently, German (although the latter did not yield any statistically significant results relating to frequency changes, most likely due to less data being available). Of course, there are a number of desiderata resulting from this study. For one, an examination of the use of evidential markers in different writer-reader relationships would be interesting: some texts in the corpora are written for an audience of medical professionals, while others are geared towards a more general readership. Whether the discursive use of evidential markers differs across such texts is something that remains to be seen, that is, is the discourse surrounding the evidence, and the way in which this evidence is presented, different in varying authoraudience relationships (as was seen in examples (1) through (3) vs. (12) and (13))? Some texts in the corpora are not original English-or German-language compositions, but rather translations from other languages; how the use of evidential markers in the source languages did or did not influence the choice of evidential markers in the translations versus original texts is a matter worthy of further investigation. Indeed, the study of language use and change within the history of science is a field full of possibilities and opportunities for new discoveries.
Appendix 1
Texts from the Bonn Corpus of Early New High German (Bonner Frühneuhoch-deutschkorpus) 
Appendix 3
Below is a list of the 83 lexemes that were used in evidential constructions in the Germanlanguage corpora (individual counts are not included). 
